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Claim Objections 

1. Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

In the Claim: Term "frame output by" in line 3 is not proper since the term "output" is 
not correct in grammar. 

Examiner suggests changing this term to "frame outputted by". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 6, 7 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tateishi (US Patent No. 5,383,177) in view of Payne et al (US Patent No. 6,347,395). 

a) In Regarding to Claim 1: Tateishi disclosed a method for testing a network switch 
chip having an expansion port configured for transferring data according to a prescribed protocol 
(see Fig.l), the method comprising: 

receiving by an external logic unit an expansion port frame from the expansion port via 
an expansion bus (see Fig.l : block 6 (external logic unit), blocks 2a and 3a (expansion port), 
linklWl-IWn and OWi-OWn (expansion bus); see col2 lines 26-31 : the transmitting section 
transmits packet data to the under-test-device (hence receiving by the external logic unit); and 
see Fis. 6(b) for expansion port frame); 
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generating by the external logic unit a new expansion port frame based on reception of 
the expansion port frame (see Fig. 8: step 304, communications processing; and see Fis. 6(c) for 
new expansion port frame; in which, the difference in a header hi "N2 and W2 " in comparison 
to the header hi "Nl and Wl " of the previous frame as shown in Fig. 6(b)); and 

outputting the new expansion port frame onto the expansion bus for reception by the 
expansion port of the network switch chip (see Fig. 8 : step 305 store packet data from one output 
highway; and see Fig. 1 : block 3a, receiving section) 

Tateishi failed to explicitly disclose a network switching chip configured for 
transferring data. However, Tateishi clearly disclosed a packet switching testing apparatus and 
a under test device as shown in block la and block 6 in Fig.l, respectively. 

Payne disclosed such a network switching chip (seeFig.3-2: block 310 (network 
switching chip)) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement such a chip throughout the under test device of Tateishi, as 
taught by Payne in order to provide the integrity of segmentation operations, the motivation 
being to reduce space in packaging of electronic devices. 

b) In Regarding to Claim 7: Tateishi disclosed a test system for testing a network 
switch chip having an expansion port configured for transferring data according to a prescribed 
protocol (see Fig.l), the system comprising: 

an expansion port bus configured for propagation of the expansion port frame outputted 
by the expansion (see Fig.l : Link Highways IWl-IWn and OWi-Own); and 
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an external logic unit configured for generating a new expansion port frame based on 
reception of the expansion port frame (see Fig. 1 : block 6 (external logic unit); and seeFig.6(b) 
for expansion port frame), and outputting the new expansion port frame onto the expansion bus 
for reception by the expansion port of the network switch chip (see Fig. 8 : step 305 store packet 
data from one output highway; and see Fig J : block 3a, receiving section). 

Tateishi failed to explicitly disclose a network switching chip configured for 
transferring data. However, Tateishi clearly disclosed a packet switching testing apparatus and 
a under test device as shown in block la and block 6 in Fig. 1 , respectively. 

Payne disclosed such a network switching chip (seeFig.3-2: block 310 (network 
switching chip)) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement such a chip throughout the under test device of Tateishi, as 
taught by Payne in order to provide the integrity of segmentation operations, the motivation 
being to reduce space in packaging of electronic devices. 

c) In Regarding to Claim 11: Tateishi disclosed all aspects of this claim as set forth in 
claim 7. 

Tateishi failed to explicitly disclose wherein the external logic unit is implemented 
using a field programmable gate array. 

Payne disclosed such wherein the external logic unit is implemented using a field 
programmable gate array (see Fig. 3- J : block 232 FPGA) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement such a field programmable gate array throughout the device 6 
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as shown in Fig.l of Tateishi, as taught by Payne in order to integrate variety of electronic 
devices into a user-configurable logic device, the motivation being to the complexity of 
electronic devices and save more space in packaging. 

d) In Regarding to Claim 6: This claim is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 1 1 
because the apparatus in Claim 1 1 can be used to practice the method steps of Claim 6. 

4. Claims 2-5 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tateishi (US Patent No. 5,383,177) in view of Payne et al (US Patent No. 6,347,395) as applied 
to claims 1 and 7 above, and further in view of Fowler et al (US Patent No. 5,721,728) 

a) In Regarding to Claim 8: Tateishi disclosed all aspects of the claim 8 as set forth in 
Claim 7. 

Tateishi failed to explicitly disclose wherein the external logic unit is configured for 
generating the new expansion port frame by changing data within the received expansion port 
frame. 

Fowler et al disclosed such a changing data within the received expansion port frame 
(see col. 5 lines 53-59 : The application layer 14c the generates a second user portion based on 
the test parameters). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement such a changing data within the received expansion port frame 
throughout the packet data frame as shown in Fig.6(c) of Tateishi, as taught by Fowler et al so 
that such frames can be used in different purposes, the motivation being to generate a desire 
packet frame more faster. 
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b) In Regarding to Claim 9: Tateishi, Payne et al. and Fowler et al. disclosed all 

aspects of this claim as set forth in claims 7 and 8. 

Tateishi failed to explicitly disclose wherein the external logic unit is configured for 
changing data by parsing a header of the expansion port frame to retrieve a source address value 
from a source address field and a destination address value from a destination address field, the 
external logic unit inserting the source address value into the destination address field, and the 
destination address value into the source address field, of the new expansion port frame. 

However, Fowler disclosed a called party field and a calling party field corresponding to 
a called party address and calling party address, respectively. When generating a new data (ph-ph 
packet), application processor uses the corresponding data in the ph-ph packet to generate the 
called party field and the calling party field as illustrated in Fig.2; wherein the called party field 
is set equal to the called party address block of test parameters as shown in Fig.3, and the calling 
party field is set equal to the original called party information passed within the ph-ph packet 
(see col. 10 lines 10-24). Therefore, it would be obvious that Fowler disclosed such the claimed 
subject matters of the instant claim. . 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement such claimed subject matters of the instant claims to the 
packet, as taught by Fowler so that a desired packet can be generated without creating a new data 
for the packet header of the packet, the motivation being to provision time efficiency and avoid 
error when creating a new data. 

c) In Regarding to Claim 10: Tateishi, Payne et al. and Fowler et al. disclosed all 
aspects of this claim as set forth in claims 7-9. 
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Tateishi failed to explicitly disclose wherein the external logic unit is configured for 
inserting a new device identifier value into a device identifier field in the new expansion port 
frame. 

Fowler et al. disclosed such inserting a new device identifier value into a device 
identifier field in the new expansion port frame (see col A lines 61-63 : PH Number Byte 53 
contains a value that identifies the second protocol handler 14). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement such inserting a new device identifier value into a device 
identifier field in the new expansion port frame throughout the header of the output data frame as 
shown in Fig.6(c) of Tateishi, as taught by Fowler so that a desired packet header can be 
generated without creating a new data for the packet header, the motivation being to provision 
time efficiency and avoid error when creating a new data. 

d) In Regarding to Claims 2-4: These claims are rejected for the same reasons as 
Claims 8-10, respectively because the apparatus in Claims 8-10 can be used to practice the 
method steps of Claims 2-4, respectively. 

e) In Regarding to Claim 5: Tateishi, Payne et al. and Fowler et al. disclosed all 
aspects of this claim as set forth in claims 1-4. 

Tateishi failed to explicitly disclose wherein the external logic unit is implemented 
using a field programmable gate array. 

Payne disclosed such wherein the external logic unit is implemented using a field 
programmable gate array (see Fig. 3-1 : block 232 FPGA) 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement such a field programmable gate array throughout the device 6 
as shown in Fig.l of Tateishi, as taught by Payne in order to integrate variety of electronic 
devices into a user-configurable logic device, the motivation being to the complexity of 
electronic devices and save more space in packaging. 

Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anthony T Ton whose telephone number is 703-305-8956. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 8:00 am - 4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Douglas W Olms can be reached on 703-305-4703. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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